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II.  1988-92  REGIONAL  PROGRAM  SUMMARIES 


Revenues  and  expenditures  are  summarized  on  the  following  tables  for  the 
highway  program  (Table  II— 1 , including  County  summaries),  and  the  Regional 
Federal-Aid-Urban  (FAU)  program  (Table  I 1-2 ) . These  tables  show  the  funds 
programmed  and  expected  to  be  spent  in  the  MTC  region  by  fund  type  for  each  of 
the  five  years,  and  the  five  year  totals. 

Detailed  highway  project  listings  are  included  in  Section  III 
(Highway/Federal-Aid-Urban  Element).  Section  IV  (Transit  Element),  was 
adopted  separately. 

The  following  Fund  Type  Glossary  should  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the 
Highway  Summary  Tables: 


Abbreviation 
FEDERAL  SOURCES: 
F 

FAP 

FAU 

FAUL 

FAUS 

FAUX 

FAU8 

FF 

FR 

I 

IR 


Fund  Type  Glossary 

Fund  Type 

Consolidated  Primary 

Federal  Aid  Primary,  Commuter  Computer 

Federal  Aid  Urban 

FAU  - Local 

FAU  - State 

FAU  - All 

FAU  - 851  Funds 

Priority  Primary 

Primary  Rehabilitation 

Federal  Aid  Interstate 

4-R  Funds 


MISCELLANEOUS: 

BR 

ER 

HES 

RS 


Bridge  Replacement 
Emergency  Repair 
Hazard  Elimination  Safety 
Rural  Secondary 
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Fund  Type  Glossary 


Abbreviation  Fund  Type 

STATE  SOURCES: 


MSTA 

Miscellaneous  State  Funds 

STA 

State  Only  Funds 

STAD 

State  Match  for  Federal  Demonstrati 
Projects 

STAL 

Sale  of  Excess  Land 

STAM 

STate  Match  for  FAV 

DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS: 

D13 

San  Jose  - Route  237 

TOLL  BRIDGES: 

ANTB 

Antioch  Bridge 

BENM 

Benicia/Martinez  Bridge 

CARQ 

Carquinez  Bridge 

DUMB 

Dumbarton  Bridge 

RSRB 

Richmond  San  Rafael  Bridge 

SFBB 

San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge 

SMHB 

San  Mateo/Hayward  Bridge 

LOCAL  SOURCES: 

CITY 

City  Funds 

CO 

County  Funds 

LOC 

Local  Funds 

LOCM 

Local  Match  for  FAU 

PVT 

Private  Funds 

XALA 

Measure  B,  Sales  Tax,  Alameda 

XSCL 

Measure  A,  Sales  Tax,  Santa  Clara 
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1992 

58834 
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0 
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2250 

0 

0 

27633 

44508 

Tp 

1991 

46289 

19876 

0 

2250 

5364 

3735 

180339 

74681 

rp 

°ir° 

37637 

28731 

646 

2702 

34092 

15706 

24575 

0 

91459 

151444 

11491 

0 

6197 

3762 

1989 

94623 

1330 

2699 

68148 

25383 

374 

226344 

193731 

IIP 

1709 

10141 

0 

0 

1571 

ipPIl 

237988 

56960 

112800 

9655 

42701 

737783 

3560924 
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III. 

Highway/ 

Federal-Aid-Urban 

Element 


III.  HIGHWAY  ELEMENT 


The  Highway  Element  of  the  1989-93  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP) 
contains  five  sections  - the  five-year  State  highway  program  for  the  region, 
the  five-year  Federal  Aid  Urban  (FAU)  System  Program,  Interstate  Transfer 
Program,  five  year  Toll  Bridge  Program,  and  upcoming  1987  Surface 
Transportation  Assistance  Act  Demonstration  Projects. 


STATE  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

The  five-year  State  highway  program  is  developed  each  year  from  the  Regional 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  (RTIP),  which  sets  forth  the  region's 
priorities  for  State  highway  system  improvement  projects,  and  the  Proposed 
State  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (PSTIP),  which  sets  forth  the  State 
Department  of  Transportation's  priorities.  The  California  Transportation 
Commission  (CTC)  considers  all  such  proposed  regional  and  State  projects  and 
produces  the  State  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (STIP),  which  specifies 
the  State's  spending  priorities  and  reflects  its  consideration  of  the  best  use 
of  available  federal  funding.  The  STIP  then  serves  as  the  basis  for 
developing  this  document,  the  Federal  Transportation  Improvement  Program. 

State  highway  projects  are  listed  by  county,  and  ordered  by  State  highway 
route  number  within  each  county.  The  Biennial  Element  specifies  the  amounts 
of  federal  and  State  funds  programmed  for  each  project  during  the  next  two 
years.  The  cost  shown  for  each  project  should  be  increased  by  10X  to  allow 
for  construction  engineering.  In  addition,  preliminary  engineering  costs  may 
be  added  for  projects  with  only  right-of-way  funding.  The  highway  program 
listing  includes  projects  on  the  State  Toll  Bridges,  however  a separate 
section  in  Chapter  III  lists  the  entire  1988  Toll  Bridge  Program. 


FEDERAL  AID  URBAN  (FAU)  PROGRAM 

The  five-year  FAU  program  for  each  county  is  compiled  each  year  by  county 
selection  committees,  reviewed  locally,  and  adopted  by  each  county's  Board  of 
Supervisors,  The  FAU  programs  in  this  TIP  are  listed  by  county,  and  the 
projects  are  listed  by  priority  within  urban  or  urbanized  areas.  In  some 
instances  a city  or  county  may  be  the  lead  agency  in  implementing  an  FAU 
project  on  a State  highway  route  through  the  jurisdiction,  as  indicated  in  the 
listing  for  the  project. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSFER  PROGRAM 


The  Interstate  Transfer  Program  includes  highway,  transit,  and  transportation 
system  management  (TSM)  projects  to  be  financed  with  Interstate  Substitution 
Funds  resulting  from  the  withdrawal  of  a segment  of  1-280  in  San  Francisco. 
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TOLL  BRIDGE  PROGRAM 

The  CTC  adopted  the  1988  Toll  Bridge  Program  as  listed. 

DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

Appropriate  Demonstration  Projects  included  In  the  1988  STAA  are  listed  in 
this  section. 


0793p 


III-2 


PROJECT  CODING  TABLE 


Fund  Type  Codes 

Interstate 

I Interstate 

IR  Interstate  4R 

Primary 

BWF  1001  Bikeway  Primary 

F Consolidated  Primary 

FF  Priority  Primary 

FR  Primary  Rehabi 1 i tation 

Other  Federal  Aid 

BPH  Bypass  Highway 

BR  Special  Bridge  Replacement 

BWM  100%  Bikeway  FAU 

DBR  Discretionary  Bridge  Replacement 

ER  Emergency  Repair 

FH  Forest  Highways 

FLH  Public  Lands 

HES  Hazard  Elimination  Safety 

M Urban  System 

RS  Rural  Secondary  (FAS) 

MISC  USBR , US  Corps  of  Engineers,  LA  Port  Access  Demonstration  Projects, 
and  Federal  funds  other  than  Highway 

State  Only  or  Match.  FAU  Match  and  RR  Crossings 

ELP  Environmental  License  Plate  Fund 

M Urban  System  Match 

RRP  Railroad  Grade  Crossing  Protection 

STA  State  Only 

TBF  Toll  Bridge  Funds 

OTHER  totally  funded  by  other  than  State  or  Federal  Highway  funds. 
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INTERSTATE  TRANSFER  PROGRAM 

The  Interstate  Transfer  Program  includes  a variety  of  highway  and  transit  projects  and  transportation 
system  management  (TSM)  projects  developed  through  the  Interstate  Transfer  Concept  Program.  The  projects 
will  be  financed  with  Interstate  Substitution  Funds  resulting  from  the  withdrawal  of  a segment  of  Interstate 
Route  280  in  San  Francisco.  The  projects  listed  below  were  amended  into  the  FY  1986-91  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  under  amendment  number  86-19  dated  July  23,  1986.  The  federal  Interstate  Substitution 
funds  were  programmed  for  the  initiation  of  these  projects  during  the  1985-86  fiscal  year,  but  the 
projects  have  been  reprogrammed  as  shown  below  to  reflect  project  implementation  more  realistically. 
Interstate  funds  remain  at  approved  level.  Non-federal  funds  have  been  increased  to  new  escalated  totals. 


All  cost  figures  in  thousands 


LEAD  AGENCY:  CALTRANS 

CATEGORY:  Interstate  Substitution 

PROJECT:  (*)  1-280  TOUCHDOWN  - 

Demolition  of  existing  stub 
back  to  6th  Street  and 
construction  of  new  ramps 

REMARKS:  Local  share  from  private 

sources 


Federal 

State 

Local 

Total 

5-yr  Tot 


Biennial 

Element 


LEAD  AGENCY:  SAN  FRANCISCO  DPU 

Bie 

nnial 

1 

CATEGORY: 

Interstate  Substitution 

1 I 

Element 

i 

1 

PROJECT: 

<*)  EMBARCADERO  ROADWAY  - 
Reconstruction  from  Harrison 

1 1 

1 1 

1 | 

88-89 

1 

| 89-90 

1 

1 

90-91 

91-92 

1 

1 

92-93 

| Federal  | 

724 

1 

| 761 

1 

1 

14,847 

1 

1 

Street  southerly  to  new  1-280 

touchdown  ramps 

1 1 

| Local  | 

1 | 

197 

1 

| 207 

1 

1 

1 

1 

17,836  | 

4,045 

1 

1 

| Total  | 

1 | 

921 

1 

| 968 

1 

1 

1 

17,836  | 

18,892 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 1 
| 5-yr  Tot  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

38,617 

LEAD  AGENCY:  SAN  FRANCISCO  DPW/PUC 

Biennial 

I 

CATEGORY: 

Interstate  Substitution 

Element 

PROJECT: 

(*)  EMBARCADERO  ROADWAY  - 
Reconstruction  from  Harrison 

1 1 

1 1 

1 | 

88-89 

1 

| 89-90 

1 ' 

90-91 

91-92 

1 • 
1 

92-93 

1 

| Federal  | 

933 

1 

| 979 

1 

I 

19,121 

1 

1 

Street  north  to  North  Point 

REMARKS: 

Street 

Includes  environmental  impact 

1 1 

| Local  | 

1 | 

255 

1 

| 267 

1 

1 

1,161  | 

5,211 

1 

1 

1 1 
| Total  | 

1,188 

1 

| 1,246 

1 

1 

1,161  | 

24,332 

1 ' 
1 

0 

assessment  work  for  Muni's 

F-Line  Embarcadero  Extension 

1 1 
| 5-yr  Tot  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

27,927 

17,096 

3,827 

5,640 


<*)  Requires  MTC  project  reView/grant  application  approval. 
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All  cost  figures  in  thousands 


LEAD  AGENCY:  SAN  FRANCISCO  PUC 

CATEGORY:  Interstate  Substitution 


(•)  S.F.  MUNI  METRO  - 
Extension  from  the  proposed 
Muni  Metro  turnaround  to  the 
CalTrain  Depot 

Annual  Element  includes  $1,512  r 
for  preliminary  engineering, 
with  $1,236  in  federal  funds 


Federal 
Local 
Total 
5-Yr  Tot 


88-89 

2,534 


90-91 

20,479 

10,515 

30,994 


LEAD  AGENCY:  SAN  FRANCISCO  DPW 

CATEGORY:  Interstate  Substitution 

PROJECT:  (•)  TSM  IMPROVEMENTS 

Along  Embarcadero  Roadway, 
including  signal  interconnection 
on  King  and  Berry  Streets,  and 
the  Bay/North  Point  Couplet 


Federal 
Local 
Total 
5-yr  Tot 


LEAD  AGENCY:  CALTRANS 

CATEGORY:  Interstate  Substitution 


Annual 

Element 


PROJECT:  (•)  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL  - 

Miscellaneous  improvements, 
including  structural  repairs 
and  handicapped  facilities 


Federal 
State 
Total 
5-yr  Tot 


89-90 

5,158 

1,153 

6,311 


LEAD  AGENCY:  CALTRANS 

CATEGORY:  Interstate  Substitution 


Annual 

Element 


PROJECT:  (*)  CALTRAIN  DEPOT  - 

Track  rehabilitation  and 
upgrading  at  existing  Caltrain 
depot 


Federal 
State 
Total 
5-yr  Tot 

(•)  Requires  MTC  project  review/grant  application  approval 


90-91 

1,080 


1,453 


III-154 


Toll 

Bridge 


1988  ADOPTED  STATE  TRANSPORTATION  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
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Requires  MTC  Project  Review/Grant  Application  approval,  as  discussed  in  Section  VI,  IGR. 
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V. 

Aeronautics 


I 


V.  AERONAUTICS  PROGRAM 


Each  year  MTC  is  required  by  State  law  to  prioritize  general  aviation  airport 
projects  submitted  for  funding  under  the  California  Aid  to  Airports  Program 
(CAAP).  Monies  for  this  fund  are  generated  by  a sales  tax  on  general  aviation 
gasoline.  The  total  amount  of  funds  available  statewide  for  general  aviation 
airports  over  the  five-year  program  is  slightly  over  $6.5  million.  As  part  of 
this  process,  information  is  also  gathered  on  projects  which  will  be  submitted 
for  federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP)  funds  over  the  next  five  years. 

Both  the  State  and  federal  projects  are  then  prioritized  according  to  the 
importance  of  the  airport  in  the  regional  airport  system  plan  and  the 
importance  of  the  individual  project.  As  in  past  years,  the  TIP  gives  high 
priority  to  the  following  types  of  projects: 

o safety  projects; 

o acquisition  of  land  to  protect  airport  approaches; 
o maintenance  of  existing  runways,  taxiways,  and  aircraft  parking; 
o operational  improvements  to  increase  airport  capacity  and  efficiency; 
o development  of  additional  general  aviation  capacity,  particularly  in 
the  South  Bay  where  the  demand  for  general  aviation  facilities  is  the 
highest. 

Table  V-l  presents  the  five  year  program  in  priority  order. 
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AVIATION  PROJECTS  TABLE  V- 1- 
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TABLE  V-l-c 
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ESC  COSTS 


TABLE  V- 2 


SUMMARY  OF  PROJECTS  BY  AIRPORT  AND  COUNTY 
(THOUSANDS  OF  DOLLARS) 


PERCENT  BY 
AIRPORT 


PERCENT  BY 
COUNTY 


ALAMEDA  COUNTY*** 
HAYWARD  MUNICIPAL 
LIVERMORE 
OAKLAND  NORTH 
FREMONT  RELIEVER 


22,  748.  7 
3,  683.  0 
6,  276.  7 
2,  889.  0 
9,  900.  0 


5.  2 
8.  9 
4.  1 
14.  1 


CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY*** 

BUCHANAN  FIELD 

BYRON 


15,  562  0 
11,  562.  0 
4.  000.  0 


16.  5 
5.  7 


MARIN  COUNTY*** 
GNOSS  FIELD 


5,  1B5.  O 
5,  185.  0 


NAPA  COUNTY*** 
NAPA  COUNTY 


6,  706.  5 
6,  706.  5 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY*** 
SAN  CARLOS 
HALF-MOON  BAY 


2,  428.  8 
1, 003.  7 
1,  425.  0 


1.  4 

2.  0 


SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY*** 
PALO  ALTO 
RE ID-HILL VIEW 
SAN  JOSE  MUNICIPAL 
SOUTH  COUNTY 


3,  133.  7 
574.  7 
381.  0 
528.  0 
1,  650.  0 


0.  5 
0.  7 
2.  3 


SOLANO  COUNTY*** 
NUT  TREE 
RIO  VISTA 


6,  617.  5 

2,  775.  6 

3.  841.  9 


3.  9 
5.  5 


SONOMA  COUNTY*** 
SONOMA  COUNTY 
CLOVERDALE 
PETALUMA 

HEALDSBURG  MUNICIPAL 


7.  430.  0 
4,  452.  7 
1, 657.  1 
896.  O 
424  2 


6.  3 
2.  3 
1.  2 
O.  6 


TOTAL 
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VI. 

Intergovernmental 

Review 


VI.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  REVIEW 


"Intergovernmental  Review"  (IGR)  was  created  by  Executive  Order  12372,  which 
was  signed  by  President  Reagan  on  July  14,  1982.  On  September  30,  1983,  the 
"A-95"  process  expired  and  was  replaced  by  the  new  IGR  process.  In  early 
1986,  a Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  to  implement  IGR  was  executed  by 
MTC,  ABAG,  Caltrans,  and  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (OPR). 

Pursuant  to  that  MOU  and  MTC's  "Project  Review  and  Application  Approval 
Criteria  and  Procedures"  (MTC  Resolution  No.  1570),  this  section  lists  highway 
and  aeronautics  projects  from  the  Biennial  Element  of  this  TIP  that  need 
individual  project  review  and  approval  by  MTC.  Federal  agencies  should  not 
approve  or  fund  these  projects  until  after  they  are  reviewed  and  approved  by 
MTC. 

The  project  listings  in  this  section  replicate  those  in  the  Highway  and 
Aeronautics  sections  of  this  document.  For  the  sake  of  brevity,  and  to 
emphasize  that  project  review  addresses  only  the  Biennial  Element  of  the  TIP, 
only  information  from  the  first  two  years  of  the  five  year  program  is  shown. 

With  respect  to  large,  multi-phase  projects,  the  initial  Project  Review  action 
by  MTC  should  encompass  the  entire  project.  As  subsequent  phases  enter  the 
Biennial  Element,  a follow-up  review  for  consistency  with  the  original  action 
on  the  total  project  will  be  conducted  and  the  original  review  will  be  amended 
to  indicate  approval  of  the  grant  applications  for  the  subsequent  phases. 

Most  projects  listed  in  this  section  require  both  project  review  and  grant 
application  approval  from  MTC.  However,  100%  locally  funded  projects  do  not 
require  any  grant  application  approval,  and  are  submitted  to  MTC  only  for 
project  review.  Cost  information  for  locally  funded  projects  is  provided  in 
the  project  description,  and  a "#1"  is  shown  in  the  year  the  project  is 
programmed  to  begin  construction.  State  and  federal  agency  approval  of 
permits  to  allow  construction  of  these  projects  should  follow  MTC's  project 
review  action. 

The  majority  of  projects  listed  in  this  section  have  not  yet  been  reviewed  by 
MTC.  However,  in  some  instances,  projects  may  be  listed  that  are  in  the 
process  of  review.  Applicants  are  encouraged  to  contact  their  staff  liaison 
at  MTC  to  resolve  any  questions  regarding  the  status  of  MTC's  review  of 
specific  projects.  MTC  intends  to  review  boxed  projects  together. 
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VI-5 


VI-6 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


VI-7 


REQUIRES  MTC  PROJECT  REVIEW/GRANT  APPLICATION  APPROVAL 


1 B 


j* 


VI -8 


REQUIRES  MTC  PROJECT  REVIEW/GRANT  APPLICATION  APPROVAL 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


| 

WOO 


! § 2 


VI- 9 


REQUIRES  MTC  PROJECT  REVIEW/GRANT  APPLICATION 


VI-10 


VI-11 


VI-12 


VI-13 


VI-14 


VI-15 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  CO 
1199-1993  FEDERAL  TIP 
COUNTY  OF  SANTA  CLARA 


VI-16 


REQUIRES  mtc  project  review/grant  APPLICATION  APPROVAL 


VI-17 


I 


VI-18 


VI-19 


AIRPORT 

Fremont  Reliever 

South  County 

Fremont  Reliever 

Petaluma 

Oakland  North 

Hayward  Municipal 

Byron 

Livermore 

Gnoss  Field 

Healdsburg  Municpal 

Hayward  Municipal 

Nut  Tree 

Rio  Vista 

Byron 

Buchanan  Field 
Reid-Hillview 
Rio  Vista 
Hayward  Municipal 
Sonoma  County 
Napa  County 
Nut  Tree 
Buchanan  Field 
Palo  Alto 
Buchanan  Field 
Buchanan  Field 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 
IGR  PROJECT  REVIEW  LIST 
GENERAL  AVIATION 
($000 ' s) 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Site  Acquisition 

170  New  Tiedowns 

Aircraft  Parking 

Phase  II  Airport  Construction 

New  Aircraft  Parking 

South  Apron  Expansion 

Land  Acquisition 

Extend  Main  Runway  and  Connect  Twys 
Extend  and  Widen  Runway 
New  Tiedowns 

Add.  Exits  - Rwy  28R  & 28L 
South  Apron  Parking  Extension 
Phase  I - Site  Preparation 
Phase  I - Construction 
50  New  Tiedowns 
20  New  Tiedowns 

Phase  III  - Rwy  Extension/Crosswind  Rwy  and  Lights 

Transient  Apron  and  Twy  D Extension 

Apron  F Expansion  Phase  3 

Airport  Master  Plan 

Master  Plan/EIR 

Airport  Master  Plan/Part  150 

Part  150  Study 

Commuter  Airline  Apron 

Comruter  Airline  Terminal 


3.000. 0 

1.350.0 

6.900.0 

896.0 

1.744.0 

368.0 

2.000. 0 

1.575.0 

5.000. 0 

150.0 

195.0 

400.0 
1,025.6 

2.000. 0 

500.0 

116.0 


89/90 


1,115.0 

554.0 

375.0 


75.0 

40.0 
150.0 

94.7 

1,916.0 

3,000.0 
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VII. 

Air 

Quality 


VII.  AIR  QUALITY 


The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  Department  of 
Transportation's  (DOT'S)  Transportation-Air  Quality  Planning  Guidelines 
require  that  improvements  be  identified  in  the  Transportation  Improvement  Plan 
(TIP)  which  will  produce  incremental  emission  reductions  and  air  quality 
improvements.  These  improvements  must  take  place  during  the  program  period, 
consistent  with  the  planning  and  programming  schedules  of  the  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP).  Priorities  assigned  to  transportation  improvements 
must  be  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  23  USC  7506  Clean  Air  Act  (i.e., 
federal  agencies  conducting  or  supporting  programs  with  air  quality-related 
transportation  consequences  shall  give  priority,  consistent  with  other 
statutory  requirements,  to  the  implementation  of  measures  in  approved  SIPs). 
This  requirement  is  cited  in  the  conformity  procedures  adopted  by  DOT  and  EPA 
in  January  of  1981  (23  CFR  Part  770  and  49  CFR  Part  623,  amended  August  1, 
1983).  In  absence  of  an  extension  to  the  Clean  Air  Act,  further  direction 
from  Congress,  or  approval  of  the  Proposed  Air  Quality  Procedures  for  use  in 
Federal  Aid  Highway  and  Federally  Funded  Transit  Programs,  the  guidelines  and 
requirements  followed  in  previous  years  were  followed  this  year  as  well. 

The  Air  Quality  Analysis  is  available,  as  a supplement  to  the  TIP,  upon 
request.  The  report  contains  the  status  of  transportation  control  measures  in 
the  adopted  Air  Quality  Plan.  Included  in  these  control  measures  are  transit 
improvements  projects  programmed  in  the  TIP. 
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Joseph  P.  Borl  MetroCenter 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607-4700 
415/464-7700 
FAX:  415/464-7848 


